The objection to my theorem that violation of CP T symmetry implies violation of Lorentz covariance is based on a nonlocal model in which timeordered products are not well defined. I used covariance of time-ordered products as the condition for Lorentz covariance; therefore the proposed objection is not relevant to my result.
Introduction
In demonstrating that violation of CP T symmetry implies violation of Lorentz covariance, [1] I explicitly assumed the properties of relativistic quantum field theory that are the basis of the Wightman formalism and Jost's theorem for the necessary and sufficient conditions for CP T symmetry. (See reference [3] of [1] .) I chose covariance of of T (or r or a) products as the criterion for Lorentz covariance. I also implicitly assumed (i) that the S matrix is well defined in the theory, which means that the in and out fields are related by a unitary S matrix,
(ii) that the theory has a finite number of fields, and (iii) that the theory is formulated on ordinary (commutative) spacetime.
1 email address, owgreen@umd.edu A recent paper that challenges my result [2] concerns a nonlocal model in which the T products are not well-defined and thus is not a counter example to my result. In addition, the paper by R. Marnelius [3] cited by the authors for "general considerations on the causality and unitarity properties of nonlocal relativistic quantum field theories." states in the abstract "This implies that the field equations do not yield unique quantum solutions and in particular that the solutions with canonical incoming free fields are different from the solutions with canonical outgoing free fields, and none of these solutions render the total action stationary. No meaningful S matrix can therefore be defined. (Boldface added by me.) It is also shown that this deficiency cannot be corrected either by restricting the form function or by adding correction terms to the perturbation expansions."
Further, the authors of [2] cite two papers, [5] and [6] , that I criticized, [1] , as though I were the author of those papers. 
Discussion of other comments of [2]
Section 2 of the authors' paper refers to the model of [5] and [6] . 
Summary
The proposed counter-example of [2] is not relevant to my theorem because I assumed Lorentz covariance of T products as a condition of my theorem and the T products in their model are not covariant. In addition, according to a reference [3] cited by the authors, their model does not have a properly defined S matrix at all.
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